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THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 
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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 VSC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 5, 6, 10-13, 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walker et al. (6,561,643). 

As for claims 1, 5, 6, 10-13, 18-20, Walker discloses in an advanced media determination 
system for inkjet printing: a media type detector comprising: a light source; a specular light 
sensor, a first light sensor; and a determination unit to determine a media type based on a signal 
ratio of a detected specular light sensor intensity and a detected first light sensor intensity; 
whereas, gloss is measured (Figs. 21 and 29; col. 28, lines 45-67; col. 29, lines 1-45; col. 36, 
lines 1-67). Figure 21 suggests that the sensors and the light source are at approximately equal 
radii. As for measuring a plurality of intensities, Figure 21 shows many light beams entering the 
two sensors. The measuring is performed prior to a picking of the media (Figs. 25-29). \ 

As for the first light sensor having a greater flux capability, though the apertures for both 
have similar dimensions (see Fig. 36), Walker teaches that diffuse light comprises a flame-like 
scattering and that the specular beam obeys a well-known principle optics (col. 16, lines 1 1-23). 
The field stops also are arranged to deal with the flame-like scattering of the diffuse beams and 
the simple reflection of the specular beam (col. 41, lines 54-65). Therefore, it would be obvious 
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to one skilled in the art to have the diffuse sensor have a greater flux capability than the specular 
light sensor due to the diffuse beams being in a flame-like scattering of a Lambertian 
distribution. As for the size of the aperture, it would be obvious to one skilled in the art that the 
diffuse sensor's aperture has to be larger in regards to one direction compared to the specular 
light sensor in order to guarantee acceptance of the Lambertian distribution of diffuse rays. 

3. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et al. 
(6,561,643) in view of Snail (4,815,858) and Howarth (4,319,847). 

As for claim 14, Walker discloses everything as above (see claim 13). In addition, 
Figure 21 has the sensors comprising semicircular cavities. Both Snail and Howarth teach a 
semicircular arrangement for reflectometry and measuring properties of a sheet (Fig. 2 of Snail; 
Fig. 2 of Howarth). Therefore, it would be obvious to one skilled in the art to have the detector 
comprise a semicircular cavity, for semicircular cavities are used in reflectometry and measuring 
properties of sheets. 

4. Claims 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker et 
al. (6,561,643) in view of Howarth (4,319,847) and Yanagiuchi (6,677,603). 

As for claims 15-17, Walker discloses a specular light sensor; a first light sensor, a 
specular light sensor, a signal ratio of a detected specular light sensor intensity and the detected 
first light sensor signal is determinative of a media type of the media (Figs. 21 and 29; col. 28, 
lines 45-67; col. 29, lines 1-45; col. 36, lines 1-67). As for a linear characteristic range of the 
sensor, Walker is silent. Howarth teaches that for measuring characteristics of media proper 
selection of the spectral response of the detector must be accomplished (col. 3, lines 35-40). 
Yanagiuchi in a medium discriminating device teaches having the intensity fall within the linear 
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response of the sensor in order to guarantee a signal free of noise and adjusting the light source if 
the intensity does not fall within the linear characteristic (Figs. 10 and 12; col. 3, lines 20-5). 
Therefore, it would be obvious to one skilled in the art the signal's intensity would fall within a 
linear characteristic range of the light sensor, for media produce differing linear signal responses 
upon illumination and that having the intensity fall within the linear response even through 
adjustment of the light source output demonstrates measurement free of noise and other 
perturbations within the system. 

As for the first light sensor having a greater flux capability, though the apertures for both 
have similar dimensions (see Fig. 36), Walker teaches that diffuse light comprises a flame-like 
scattering and that the specular beam obeys a well-known principle optics (col. 16, lines 1 1-23). 
The field stops also are arranged to deal with the flame-like scattering of the diffuse beams and 
the simple reflection of the specular beam (col 41, lines 54-65). Therefore, it would be obvious 
to one skilled in the art to have the diffuse sensor have a greater flux capability than the specular 
light sensor due to the diffuse beams being in a flame-like scattering of a Lambertian 
distribution. As for the size of the aperture, it would be obvious to one skilled in the art that the 
diffuse sensor's aperture has to be larger in regards to one direction compared to the specular 
light sensor in order to guarantee acceptance of the Lambertian distribution of diffuse rays. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 22-25 are allowed. 

Claims 2-4, 7-9, and 21 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 
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As to claim 2, the prior art of record, taken alone or in combination, fails to disclose or 
render obvious in a media manipulation apparatus "wherein, if a signal of said detected first light 
sensor intensity falls within the non-linear region of the sensor characteristic curve of the first 
light sensor, the determination bases the media type determination on the detected specular light 
sensor intensity, the first light sensor signal detected after said detected first light intensity, and a 
ratio," in combination with the rest of the limitations of claims 2-4. 

As to claim 7, the prior art of record, taken alone or in combination, fails to disclose or 
render obvious in a media manipulation apparatus "wherein, if a signal of said detected first light 
sensor intensity falls within the non-linear region of the sensor characteristic curve of the first 
light sensor, the determination bases the media type determination on the detected specular light 
sensor intensity, the first light sensor signal detected after said detected first light intensity, and a 
ratio," in combination with the rest of the limitations of claims 7-9. 

As to claim 21, the prior art of record, taken alone or in combination, fails to disclose or 
render obvious in a media type detection method "basing the determination of the media type on 
an extrapolation of the first light sensor intensity by projecting a signal representative of the first 
light sensor intensity onto a linear region of a characteristic curve of the first light sensor and by 
determining a signal ratio of the specular light sensor intensity and the projected first light sensor 
signal, if it is determined that the first light sensor signal falls within a non-linear region of the 
first light sensor characteristic curve," in combination with the rest of the limitations of claim 21. 

As to claim 22, the prior art of record, taken alone or in combination, fails to disclose or 
render obvious in a media type detection method determining if one of the first and second light 
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intensities does not fall within a linear region of a characteristic curve of a light sensor, in 
combination with the rest of the limitations of claims 22-25, 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. However, the applicant's arguments, see Remarks filed 
April 6, 2004 in regards to the rejections under 35 U.S. C. 112 second paragraph were found 
persuasive. Subsequently, the rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 112 second paragraph has 
been withdrawn. In regards to the arguments (Remarks filed April 6, 2004) dealing with Walker 
et al. (6,561,643) please refer to the new grounds of rejection above. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

U.S. Patent 6,600,167 to Sano 
U.S. Patent 6,725,207 to Swimm 

Fax/T elephone Numbers 
If the applicant wishes to send a fax dealing with either a proposed amendment or a 
discussion with a phone interview, then the fax should: 

1) Contain either a statement "DRAFT" or "PROPOSED AMENDMENT" on the fax 
cover sheet; and 

2) Should be unsigned by the attorney or agent. 

This will ensure that it will not be entered into the case and will be forwarded to the examiner as 
quickly as possible. 
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Papers related to the application may be submitted to Group 2800 by Fax transmission. 
Papers should be faxed to Group 2800 via the PTO Fax machine located in Crystal Plaza 4. The 
form of such papers must conform to the notice published in the Official Gazette, 1096 OG 30 
(November 75, 1989). The CP 4 Fax Machine number is: (703) 872-9306 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Gordon J, Stock whose telephone number is (571) 272-2431. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 10:00 a.m. - 6:30 p.m. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding should 
be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. . 
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